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MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 28 OCTOBER 1994 


PRESENT: _ Dr. C.L. Bertrand (Chair) Dr. R.J. Parker. Dr. H. Proppe: Me B. Gaudet; 
Ms. M. Sabbag: Ms. M. Giles: Mr. A. Reid: Ms. A. Flynn: Mr. P. Dalton: 
Mr. J. Carruthers. Mr. C. Kuilman; Mr. O. de Winter: Prof. S. 
McDonough; Prof. M.O.M. Osman; Prof. W. Knitter: Prof. W. Byers; 
Prof. H. Poorooshasb: Dean D. J. Taddeo: Mr. J. Fearnley; Mr. B. Smart: 
Prof. J. Snyder; Prof. D. Cheeke: Prof. S. Scheinberg; Prof. M. Brian. 
Prof. J. Chaikelson; Prof. H. Shulman: Mr. A. Gupta; Prof. R. Patel; Prof. 
J. Tomberlin; Prof. V.V. Baba: Dean M. Kusy; Prof. M. Corwin: Prof. L. 
Roberge: Prof. D. Andrus: Dr. T.D. Bui; Dr. A. Hochstein 

ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dean C.A. Ross: Prof. R.H. Pallen; Prof. U de 

Brentani; Dean C. Jackson. Dean G. Valaskakis; Dr. 
R. Bonin 

ABSENT: Ms. M. Russo: Dr. D. Boisvert 
Call to Order 

94-10-1 After calling the meeting to order at 2:09 pm, Dr. Bertrand asked members 
to stand and observe a minute of silence in memory of Mrs. Heather 
Walker, Student Advisor, Faculty of Fine Arts, and her daughter Erin, who 
died last weekend in a car crash. 

Approval of Agenda 

94-10-2 It was requested and agreed that the documents concerning the 
Implementation of the Policy Statement on Educational Equity as noted 
under the Agenda Addendum be referred as well to CUFA for 
consideration. 

The Agenda as presented was approved. 

94-10-3 Dr. Bertrand advised that the next Agenda Item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 

OPEN SESSION 
Approval of Minutes 
94-10-6 With respect to the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 16 September 1994, 


Dr. Bertrand advised that section 94-8-23, page 7, should be revised to 
read: 


94-10-7 


94-10-8 
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"Responding to concerns and questions raised by 
undergraduate-student-representatives on behalf of the Industrial 
Engineering students, as well as issues raised on behalf of the 
Graduate Students' Association, concerning, the Industrial 
Engineering situation and available options, ...". 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 16 
SEPTEMBER 1994, AS REVISED, BE APPROVED. 


In response to a query concerning the omission of a question that had been 
raised with respect to the senior salaries policy and possible regulations 
governing administrative leaves, etc., it was agreed that the Minutes be 
approved. and that the matter be investigated by the Secretary, and. if 
appropriate. an addendum to the Minutes be circulated for approval at the 
next meeting. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Bertrand reported that according to information which he had received. 
the Federal Government was intending to proceed with the planned 
reduction in provincial transfer payments vis-a-vis education, as contained 
in the Axworthy proposals, which money would be removed by the 1997 
target date: and that the new Minister of Education was reopening all 
dossiers, including the "Plan quinquelle" for this year and next year. which 
had been approved by the previous government, and. with respect to which 
he would keep Senate informed as to developments. 


Items for Information 


Dr. Parker reported on the current activities of the Senate Committee on 
Academic Planning and Priorities, including operations of the SCAPP 
sub-committee which was developing guidelines to assist units with respect 
to the academic planning and budgetary process; the identification of an 
institutional memory vis-a-vis documents and recommendations that have 
been vetted and approved by Senate over the past number of years; and 
steps being taken to ensure that Faculty appraisal and other documents were 
integrated into the planning process, along with recommendations resulting 
from reviews and appraisals of units reporting directly to the Office of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic. 


Reporting with respect to the current financial situation. Dr. Proppe, Interim 
Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, advised that preliminary 
enrolment estimates, excluding the Fall statistics, indicated a 2 million dollar 
loss in revenue for next year; that the estimated loss with respect to the Fall 
Term amounted to 1 million dollars, and that taking into consideration the 
originally forecasted 1.6 million dollar loss, there would be a minus net 
change of almost 5 million dollars as a starting point vis-a-vis the 
aggregated provisional budget to be put together later this term. He also 
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advised that this figure did not include any possible cuts in funding which 
might subsequently be announced by the new Provincial Government. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the decline in student enrolment, Dr. 
Proppe advised that he had only received the figures a few days ago, and 
that an analysis would be undertaken as soon as the results were available 
with respect to the Fall Term enrolment changes; and that while costal 
reasons for the situation were being looked into. from his own personal 
perspective there had been no major changes in the way that students were 
processed that might account for a significant drop in enrolment. Senate was 
also advised that the situation was not unique to Concordia, that the only 
university in Quebec that had experienced an increase in undergraduate 
enrolment was McGill whereas all other university enrolments had declined, 
and that the most frequently given explanation was the improving economy. 


With respect to the above, it was suggested that Concordia had had its own 
special problems over the past while, and that the fact that McGill was the 
only institution that had increased its enrolment, given our common 
constituency, made it clear that it had, in fact, benefited from the problems 
at Concordia. 


Concern was also expressed that over the past few years there had been an 
immense repetition on the part of a very few students as representatives on 
major and important committees and sub-committees; and it was wondered 
if the Steering Committee, in consultation with the students, might consider 
the question as to whether there should be any regulation with respect to 
how many committees a student should be allowed to sit on, particularly if 
the academic mission of the University was to be taken seriously. 


In response, Senate was advised that the issue could certainly be brought to 
the Steering Committee, even though it was suggested that there were 
probably several other forums where the matter might be more appropriately 
considered. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BABA, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SCHEINBERG, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. WILLIAM 
TAYLOR, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, TO 
THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND 
PRIORITIES, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-94-10-D11, BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Curriculum Changes 


Faculty of Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KNITTER, SECONDED BY MR. 
DALTON, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-94-10-D2 BE APPROVED. SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-94-10-D6. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Dr. F. 
Stevens. Vice-Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science. 


During discussion questions were raised and responded to with respect to 
what were felt to be contradictory statements concerning GEOG 363 - 
Introduction to Geographical Information Systems vis-a-vis the technical 
training aspects; and the relationship between the statement from Dr. 
McCormick concerning waiving prerequisites (paragraph 1, page 11, 
Document 


US-94-10-D2) and the recommended curriculum changes being proposed 
for the Women's Studies programmes, particularly with respect to ECON 
397. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KNITTER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE NEW BA SPECIALIZATION IN EARLY 
CHILDHOOD AND ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAMME AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENTS US-94-10-D3 AND US-94-10-D3 a) BE 
APPROVED FOR FORWARDING TO THE COMITE D'AGREMENT, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT 
US-94-10-D6. 


It was requested and agreed that Dr. Sandra Weber, Department of 
Education. be granted speaking privileges. 


It was stated that what was being proposed vis-a-vis resources was a kind 
of approval in principle in this particular instance; that it was clear in the 
memorandum from the Dean (page 1, Document US-94-10-D3a)), that 
while she was prepared to provide certain resources, she was not agreeing 
to give the full amount of resources requested by the Department; and that if 
it should turn out that the Faculty was unable to provide the necessary 
resources it was wondered whether there was a particular body in the 
University that would be able to deal with that. 


In response to the above, it was stated that while the Dean had made it clear 
as to what resources the Faculty would be able to provide, the amount 
would not be enough to implement what was being proposed, i.e. . the 


addition of 30 credits to an already existing programme; that it was obvious 
that given that the programme was presently operating within specific 
resources, it would not be able to add an additional year and continue to 
function within the same resources; but that the question as to where the 
additional resources would come from was problematical. In addition. it 
was argued that this was a prestigious programme and one that was highly 
thought of in the anglophone system; that it was a solid academic 
programme of considerable merit which now had had a condition imposed 
upon it by the Ministry of Education as a result of changes in the criteria for 
certification of teacher training programmes; that it was preferable to have 
Senate approve the academic merit of the programme in forwarding it to the 
Comité d'Agrément; that the original deadline for submission of 17 October 
1994 had been extended to 15 November 1994 which had allowed it to 
come to Senate today; that approval by Senate would give it a much better 
chance of receiving a positive recommendation by the Comit6 d'Agrément; 
and that the existing 3-year programme would have to be removed from the 
Calendar, and if it could not be replaced by the new 4-year programme with 
an appropriate caveat concerning the required Ministry of Education 
approval, there would be no new incoming students. 


It was also argued that given the fact that the Department could not mount 
the programme with the resources that were available. and without a 
commitment from the University to allocate the necessary resources, the 
only thing that Senate could do was to approve the proposal "in principle" 
with a rider to the effect that the proposal must come back to Senate for final 
approval when the resource implications had been clarified. 


Other issues that were raised and responded to included comments with 
respect to a possible solution to the resource problem to be found within the 
recent Review Committee Report on the Department of Education, including 
references to departmental remissions, appropriate and full use of the 
teaching staff. etc; the extent to which the Department was prepared to 
commit its own resources to the programme as a priority; and whether the 
Faculty was prepared to provide an unconditional commitment vis-a-vis the 
resource implications of the proposed programme. 


In continuing discussion it was argued that the choice that Senate was facing 
was either to approve the proposal in principle pending funding and publish 
it in the Calendar, or close the Early Childhood Education programme once 
the existing students had graduated; that the Early Childhood Education 
programme was one that really spoke to the University's mission, that it 
was highly regarded not only within the community but nationally and 
internationally, that it attracted annually between 300 and 400 applications 
for the 30 or 40 places available, and that it was an excellent well- 
functioning programme and the proposal was viewed by the Department as 
an opportunity to make it even better; and that the University had to take a 
decision as to whether it was prepared to put the same kind of resources into 
teacher training as it was doing with respect to other professional 
programmes. 
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In other comments, Dr. Proppe advised that it was his intention to attempt to 
alter the budget process in the future such that annual budget changes would 
take enrolment into account, whereby, for example, at least some of the 
benefits resulting from increased enrolments would be directed toward the 
particular Faculty or department, i.e., to build enrolments into the budget 
process. He also emphasized that given the enrolment decline, not only 
would there not be any new money, but that budgets wold have to be cut 
and that everyone would have to be prepared to make sacrifices. Senate was 
also advised that until such time as the academic planning and budgetary 
process was operational, debates such as the one surrounding the Early 
Childhood Education and Elementary Programme proposal would continue 
to occur at Senate. 


It was suggested that perhaps the motion should be changed to approve the 
"academic content" of the programme along with a rider - "pending financial 
clarification", which, it was argued, would mean that the University had 
approved the programme but that details with respect to implementation 
would still have to be worked out. The question as to what would be 
inserted into the Calendar would also have to be considered. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be changed to include the 
phrase ...academic content of...". and the sentence - "and that further 
Senate discussion be held on the financial implication of the proposal. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT THE CHANGES TO THE INDUSTRIAL 
ENGINEERING PROGRAMME AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-94-10-D4 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT 
US-94-10-D6. 


In presenting the proposed changes, Dean Taddeo provided background 
information concerning the development and resource implications of the 
changes, and details with respect to accreditation requirements. He also 
advised that the Canadian Engineering Accreditation Board had agreed to 
visit the University and review the programme in February 1995; and that 
pending a positive decision on their part, the students would be able to 
graduate from an accredited programme in June 1995. In addition, he 
expressed appreciation and gratitude to everyone in the University for their 
demonstrated support with respect to this dossier, including the students for 
their patience and support *. the senior administration, 1. e. . the Of f ices of 
the Rector and Vice-Rectors in terms of budget, space, etc.; the Academic 
Programmes Committee; the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
and in particular, Drs. Hoa, Bulgak, Amiouny and Gouw in the Department 
of Mechanical Engineering, and Dr. Stathopoulos, Engineering and 
Computer Science Undergraduate Curriculum Studies Committee; and the 
Administration in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, and four 
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professors in the Department of Decision Sciences and Management 
Information Systems for their speedy and much appreciated collaboration 
and contribution with respect to the matter. 


In response to questions concerning the possible expectation that students 
would remain at Concordia in the hope that the programme would 
eventually be accredited, and the University's responsibility to ensure that 
students in the programme would obtain an accredited degree, Dr. Bertrand 
advised that he had established a parity committee consisting of students and 
administrators to deal with the individual student cases and needs: and that 
that was an on-going process. 


A request was made that consideration be given to increased co-operation 
between the Mechanical Engineering Department and the Department of 
Decision Sciences and Management Information Systems. 

THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 

Fine Arts 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ANDRUS. SECONDED BY PROF. 
CORWIN, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY 
OF FINE ARTS AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-94-10-D5 BE 
APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-94-10-D6. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Concordia University Code of Ethics 


With respect to this item, Dr. Bertrand advised that Document US-94-10-D7 
was the result of the Steering Committee's discussion of the Senate debate 
at the last meeting, and that it had been the feeling of the Steering Committee 
that Senate was looking for a short point-form statement that might be used 
as a "Code of Ethics", and to which the longer document (US-94-9-D8) 
could be appended. He proposed that the meeting move into "Committee of 
the Whole" for discussion on Document US-94-10-D7. 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


During discussion, Senate was advised that it was the feeling of the 
undergraduate student Senators that it would be a grave mistake for Senate 
to approve the shorter version of the "Code" contained in Document 
US-94-10-D7 with the longer version (Document US-94-9-D8) appended to 
it: that they did not feel comfortable with the disclosure form. but rather that 
all mechanisms for resolution of conflict and disclosure should be worked 
out in negotiation between the administration and the appropriate unions and 
associations: that the students supported the acceptance of the Introduction 
and the first four chapters of the Revised Draft Six of the Code of Ethics 
(Document US-94-9-D8). and that it was important that an appropriate 


disclosure form and guidelines for the resolution of conflicts be drawn up 
for members of the administration and the Board of Governors. 


With respect to the point-form document. (US-94-10-i)7). concerns were 
expressed in connection with abbreviations used not only with respect to the 
topics that were covered. but also in terms of the language, e.g. . the phrase 
"or be perceived to benefit.." in item 3, with respect to which it was argued 
that it would be impossible to operate a code governed by perceptions; that 
the sentence on plagiarism. etc. . in item 4. should include a distinction 
between such offences and "honest error". i.e., a distinction should be 
made on the basis of a willful act, particularly with respect to research; 
"if's", "and's" and "but's" should be included in the second sentence in 
item 5: that the statement in item 6 on Financial Conduct, as presently 
worded. did not deal with finances. and should be appropriately re-worded; 
that the statement in item 7 on discrimination was far too open-ended; and 
that it should be specified in item 8. under Authority. that the item was 
directed at 41 outside" members of the Board of Governors. It was also 
argued that the item on discrimination should be amended to include the 
phrase "national or ethnic origin". which, it was stated. was beautifully 
spelled out in Article 7.01 of the Collective Agreement. and was extremely 
important. 


In continuing discussion it was argued that the problems associated with a 
large confusing document (US-94-9-D8) could not be solved by creating a 
short confusing document (US-94-10-D7): that a CAUT legal opinion had 
advised that nothing should be agreed to and no "code of ethics" should 
come forward that was ambiguous; that the principles elaborated in 
Document US-94-10-D7 were interdicted, declaratory and narrowly 
legalistic; and that Senate should not adopt the present code which did not 
respond to administrative and student situations. but rather impacted 
primarily on the academics and the faculty. who, in fact. were covered 
under the Collective Agreement. 


In response to a number of questions concerning the origin of Document 
US-94-10-D7. Dr. Bertrand advised that he had been mandated by the 
Steering Committee to formulate a shorter point-form document for 
presentation at Senate; but that it would be extremely difficult for him. as 
Chair of Senate, to actually enter into a discussion on the matter. 


In further discussion it was suggested that there could be a difficulty with 
respect to the labor law if Senate was to adopt a "code of ethics" before the 
Collective Agreement negotiations between CUFA and the administration 
and which touched upon the same area* were actually concluded; that it 
would be helpful for Senate to actually see the Collective Agreement article 
on misconduct and academic fraud that eventually was agreed upon; that 
whatever might eventually get written into a code of ethics should conform 
or be consistent with the Collective Agreement article, or vice-versa; and 
that it would be difficult for Senate to move ahead without something being 
in place, and the choice to be made was to move ahead expeditiously with 
the Collective Agreement article. It was also suggested that Senate should 
establish a mechanism or procedure whereby amendments or re-written 
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clauses with respect to the document could be received and collected, and 
which might allow the document to be revised into a form that would 
hopefully be acceptable to all. 


In other comments, it was explained that the undergraduate student Senators 
were hoping to be able to have Senate approval today of the principles vis-a- 
vis the "Code of Ethics" leaving aside the controversial issues with respect 
to implementation, sanctions, etc., contained in Chapters Five and Six, 
which, it was felt, should be left to subsequent negotiations with the various 
collectives. 


In response to the above, Dr. Bertrand suggested that if that was the wish of 
Senate, and given that he had no problems with the idea. the meeting could 
return to the Regular Session and the students could propose an appropriate 
motion for discussion. 


REGULAR SESSION 


Code of Ethics (cont'd) 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. DE WINTER, SECONDED BY MR. GUPTA, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE THE INTRODUCTION AND THE FIRST 
FOUR CHAPTERS OF DOCUMENT US-94-9-D8 AS BEING THE 
CODE OF ETHICS OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY; AND THAT THE 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNIVERSITY ENTER INTO 
NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE APPROPRIATE UNIONS AND 
ASSOCIATIONS TO AGREE ON MECHANISMS FOR THE 
RESOLUTION OF CONFLICTS AND THE DISCLOSURE THEREOF. 


It was suggested by Dr. Bertrand. and agreed by the mover and seconder, 
that the motion be separated into its two components, and that the first part 
be considered by Senate as follows: 


THAT SENATE APPROVE THE INTRODUCTION AND THE FIRST 
FOUR CHAPTERS OF DOCUMENT US-94-9-D8 AS BEING THE 
CODE OF ETHICS OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY. 


During discussion, issues and concerns were raised with respect to 
difficulties in reconciling approval of the motion with the positions already 
voted on by the various Faculty Councils, particularly Engineering and 
Computer Science and Arts and Science; the fact that the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council had not yet discussed the Code of Ethics; 
the need for a mechanism whereby some of the difficulties surrounding 
details and specifics might be addressed before the "Code" was adopted; the 
need for a "Code of Ethics" to be adopted as soon as possible; difficulties 
with the wording and clarification of certain sections of the proposed 
"Code" that were necessary prior to adoption, particularly with respect to 
difficulties that had been raised by CAUT; necessary fine-tuning of the 
proposed "Code" which could be accomplished over the next 5 or 6 weeks; 
the lack of movement with respect to the item that had been on the Senate 
Agenda since September; the need to establish some group to fine-tune the 


"Code" taking into consideration the concerns that had been raised by the 
various Faculty Councils, etc. , and bring back to Senate as expeditiously as 
possible a document that has integrated to the extent possible the concerns 
that had been raised, for consideration by Senate; and the possibility of 
establishing a mechanism or permanent body to consider on an on-going 
basis changes to the "Code of Ethics" once adopted, and which would 
report annually to Senate. 


The Chair advised that there was a parliamentary quandry between the 
motion presently on the floor and a suggestion that a task force be set up 
with a specific time limit to prepare another version of the document that 
could be discussed at the next meeting. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE 
MOTION. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. DE WINTER, SECONDED BY MS. FLYNN, 
THAT A SUB-COMMITTEE BE ESTABLISHED WITH 1 
REPRESENTATIVE EACH FROM THE CSU, CUFA, CUPTFA, THE 
STAFF AND THE ADMINISTRATION TO CONSIDER AND REPORT 
BACK WITH RESPECT TO THE INTRODUCTION AND THE FIRST 
FOUR CHAPTERS OF DOCUMENT US-94-9-D8. AND A 
SUGGESTED PERMANENT MECHANISM FOR RECOMMENDING 
CHANGES TO THE "CODE OF ETHICS" WHICH WOULD REPORT 
TO SENATE ON AN ANNUAL BASIS. 


In response to a question, Dr. Bertrand advised that his understanding of 
the discussion was that the proposed committee would look at possible 
editorial changes and clarifications with respect to the Introduction and the 
first four Chapters of Document US-94-9-D8, and that he had discarded the 
point-form document (US-94-10-D7) from consideration at this stage. 


During continuing discussion, comments and concerns were raised with 
respect to possible delays in establishing another committee, and it was 
suggested that perhaps the Steering Committee with the addition of a staff 
representative, etc., should be given the mandate noted above; that the 
whole document should be considered by the proposed committee; that the 
mechanisms with respect to discipline, etc. , would necessarily come from 
the various collective agreements; that the objective should be to come up 
with general principles that were fine-tuned vis-a-vis the Collective 
Agreement, and which, in fact, could be accomplished in time for the next 
Senate meeting; that all of the various constituencies, and their concerns, 
should be represented and available to the proposed committee; the 
importance of words in any constitution or code: the relationship between 
the committee and the current Collective Agreement negotiations, which, it 
was felt should be expedited; that the "code of ethics" not end up being 
based upon whatever constituency happened to have the biggest union, or 
that it ended up being amended to suit a collective agreement with 
implications being negotiated after the fact, rather than the other way 
around; that the committee not be limited as to the particular versions of the 


94-10-19 


"code" that it was being mandated to consider; and the possibility of having 
a special Senate meeting to deal with the "Code of Ethics". 


Dr. Bertrand suggested, given the absence in the motion of any 
organizational details with respect to the committee, that he be mandated to 
call a special meeting of the Steering Committee to deal with the issue, with 
appropriate representation from constituencies not represented, i.e., 
CUPTFA and staff. 


In response to a question. Senate was advised that it would be within the 
spirit of the motion that the committee would not be bound to look at one or 
other of the proposed versions of the "Code of Ethics". but, in fact. it could 
consider both documents if it should see fit to do so. 


Continuing discussion centred on the question as to whether the Steering 
Committee, with additional representation from CUPTFA and the staff, 
would be the committee that was being mandated by the motion, with 
respect to which it was argued that the Steering Committee was an 
immediately workable group; that there was triple student representation on 
the Steering Committee; that the Steering Committee consisted of members 
who were experienced with the subject at hand; and that it would be a more 
workable group than a freshly constituted committee. 


The mover and seconder agreed TO AMEND THE MOTION SUCH THAT 
THE COMMITTEE REFERRED TO BE THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
OF SENATE WITH ITS MEMBERSHIP INCREASED TO INCLUDE A 
STAFF REPRESENTATIVE AND A REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
CUPTFA. 


Dr. Bertrand explained that the issue now on the floor was whether Senate 
wished to have the Steering Committee come back at the 9 December 1994 
Senate meeting with a reworked document that takes into account the 
various issues raised today, along with other issues that members of the 
committee might wish to raise during the course of its deliberations. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


With respect to the additional members to be seconded to the Steering 
Committee, it was suggested that the particular constituencies be informally 
consulted concerning their representatives. 


Dr. Bertrand advised that due to another meeting commitment, he had to 
leave the Senate meeting, and he turned the Chair over to Dr. Parker, 
Vice-Chair of Senate. 


Report from the Ad Hoc Committee Concerning the Trimester System 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON. SECONDED BY PROF. 
BYERS, THAT THE 13-WEEK SCHEDULE BE INSTITUTED FOR 
THE 1995 SUMMER SESSION, AS RECOMMENDED IN ITEM ii) , 


PAGE 9, DOCUMENT US-94-10-D9; AND THAT THE REMAINING 
RECOMMENDATIONS ON PAGE 9, DOCUMENT US-94-10-D9, BE 
REFERRED TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES AND THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES 
COMMITTEE, AS APPROPRIATE, FOR CONSIDERATION AND 
RESPONSE. 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to included questions 
with respect to the University's position on other scheduling variations, 
including special 3-week sessions offered by the Department of Education, 
accelerated 6 1/2-week sessions, etc. ; and instituting the 13-week schedule 
in 1995 rather than 1996 as recommended by the Committee. 


In response to the first issue, Dr. Boisvert, Chair of the Trimester 
Committee, advised that as indicated in recommendations iii) and iv), the 
Committee was not precluding the possibility of other options being offered 
during the summer term. Dr. Parker advised that the spirit of the Steering 
Committee motion which was on the floor allowed for other types of 
summer scheduling; and that it had been the intention of the Steering 
Committee to have the matter placed on the floor of Senate as quickly as 
possible in preparation for any actions which the Registrar might have to 
take regarding the forthcoming Summer Session. 


In addition, in response to a question as to whether the motion would 
preclude the possibility of departments maintaining their 1994 Summer 
Schedules in 1995 due to adjustment difficulties including potential staffing 
problems, Senate was advised that the motion precluded offering a 12-week 
session and 5 1/2-week sessions 9 1. e. , departments would have to adapt 
to the 13 and 6 1/2-week sessions; but that it did not preclude intensive day 
sessions, etc. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to included concerns which 
were raised with respect to implications of implementing a 13-week summer 
session, particularly in terms of the quality of education vis-a-vis part-time 
versus full-time teaching instruction: and the possibility of including 
recommendations i11) and iv) page 9. Document US-94-10-D9. in the 
motion. 


In response to the above. it was explained that it had been the feeling of 
members of the Steering Committee that offering courses on a basis other 
that the 13 or 6 1/2-week terms should require pedagogical justification; and 
that the issues involved should be looked at by the Senate sub-committees 
referred to in the motion before approving such variations. 


It was suggested that incorporating the idea of the 6 1/2-week terms in the 
Summer Session into the motion would solve a lot of the concerns being 
expressed. it was also suggested that item iv) should be included in the 
motion. 


The mover and seconder agreed TO INCORPORATE THE OPTION OF 6 
1/2-WEEK TERMS INTO THE MAIN MOTION. 


94-10-20 


94-10-21 


94-10-22 


By way of clarification, Senate was advised that what was being proposed 
in the motion was that the present Summer Session be extended from 12 
weeks to 13 weeks; that the present 5 1/2-week term be extended to 6 1/2 
weeks; that the revised schedule be instituted for the 1995 Summer Session: 
and that any other arrangements could continue as in the past until such time 
as Senate has pronounced on them after input from the Senate 
sub-committees. 


THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning the dissolution 0- the Sub-Committee on Academic 
Computer Policy. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
POOROOSHASB9 THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE DISSOLUTION OF 
THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC COMPUTER POLICY AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-94-10-D10, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Senate Reform - Relationship between Senate and the Board of Governors 


It was explained that it had been the feeling of the Steering Committee that 
there were a number of issues on Senate Reform that might appropriately be 
dealt with in short order by Senate, particularly those relating to 
improvements in communication between Senate and the Board of 
Governors. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS. SECONDED BY MR. DE 
WINTERS, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVENORS, RECOMMENDATION 1, 4.1, PAGE 2, 
DOCUMENT US-93-8-D21. 


It was noted that it had been the feeling of the Steering Committee that this 
should be looked at in the light of the motion concerning the Senate election 
of one of the Vice-Chairpersons of the Board of Governors; and it was 
suggested and agreed that the motion concerning the election of the Board 
Vice-Chairperson be dealt with prior to the motion on the floor. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE 
MOTION ON THE FLOOR. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCDONOUGH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT THE BY-LAWS OF THE UNIVERSITY BE 
AMENDED SUCH THAT ONE OF THE TWO VICE-CHAIRPERSONS 
OF THE BOARD BE ELECTED BY SENATE. 


It was suggested for clarification, and agreed by the mover and seconder, 
that the phrase - FROM AMONG ITS OWN MEMBERS be added at the 
end of the motion. 


With respect to the added phrase, it was argued that it would be more 
reasonable for Senate to request that it be allowed to elect a member who 
was already on the Board; that there were decent representatives already on 
the Board that Senate could elect as a Vice-Chair; that implementation of the 
phrase would basically result in Senate adding another faculty member to 
the Board of Governors, and if that was so, Senate should simply ask that 
the composition of the Board be changed by adding another faculty 
member. However, it was also argued that there should, in fact, be more 
faculty representation on the Board as had been the case in earlier years; and 
that it would also be appropriate to have faculty representation amongst the 
Officers of the Board. 


In other comments, the feeling was expressed that the motion on the floor 
was a symbolic gesture which would only be rejected by the Board; and that 
there were other and better ways in which to turn this into an important 
gesture and to achieve the results intended by the motion. It was also 
suggested that it was late in the day, that there was a danger, given the 
desire to improve the relationship between Senate and the Board, to "ad 
hoc" our way into resolutions that could, in fact, make the situation worse: 
that adopting the motion today would be a precipitous move and one that 
might make matters worse; and that the discussion should perhaps be 
deferred to another day. 


It was also suggested, however, that members of the Board might be invited 
to come to Senate to discuss the issue; that there was a problem in terms of 
lack of communication between the Board and Senate which could be a very 
serious problem for the University as a whole; that part of the problem was 
due to the fact that outside members of the Board had to make basic 
decisions about the University without being able to consult those who 
knew the University better, i.e., members of Senate; that the motion, in a 
way, was suggesting that members of the Board could profit from the 
wisdom of Senators who were better informed about the University. and 
that it was important that it be conveyed to them that a way in which this 
could be achieved was actually institutionalized; that if Senate was to adopt 
the motion today, care should be taken in explaining it to the Board; and that 
it was important that Senate be persistent in attempting to improve 
communication between the two bodies. 


In explaining the context of the motion, Dr. Parker advised that the Steering 
Committee wished to move these particular Agenda items to the floor of 
Senate for discussion; that it was his assumption that when any motions 
adopted by Senate were forwarded to the Board there would be a full 
rationale and a full discussion; that Senate would not be sending 
recommendations to the Board in a piecemeal fashion, but rather, that every 
attempt would be made to ensure that the final proposal would be put into an 
appropriate form and be acceptable in the long run. 


94-10-23 


94-10-24 


94-10-25 


In further discussion, it was argued that the fact that this recommendation 
had to come forward at all was an admission of failure: that it was an 
admission that in fact the University had not been functioning in the way 
that it should have been; and that a proper balance had to be re-established in 
the University whereby its strength was reflected in its highest academic 
body, i.e., Senate and not the Board of Governors. 


It was suggested that the motion should be adopted. but with an 
understanding or a provision that it be conveyed to the Board by the Senate 
Steering Committee with appropriate edition and/or preparation such that the 
anticipated difficulties in its reception might be overcome. 


It was suggested that the motion should be considered further before being 
adopted. 


IT WAS AGREED THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY. SECONDED BY PROF. 
SCHEINBERG, THAT AGENDA ITEM XIV, a) BE TABLED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Parker advised that the next Senate meeting was scheduled to be held at 
2:00 pm., Friday, 9 December 1994 in the Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:22 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


